
APCP Council meets In
Orlando, discusses spectrum
management at 900 MHz
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The finn iran lor discussion at the APCP Council
meeting, held durin: the IMCE RxpolFall in Orlando,
Florida, was the current operating rulel at 900 MHz. As

more and more licenses
have been issued at 900
MHz, the APCP CounciJ
has made dewJoping it plan
lor more efficient operation
in this band one of its
priorities. By acting D~
before the band becomes
crowded, the APCP (.onn
til hopes to avoid the
channel-sharing plOblems
encowltered in lower
bands.

John Knight points out the W,hile th~ .channel-
possible impact of rule changes. sharmg petlllOl'l recently

Iiled by the Council Isee
cover story, OClober 1991, PC Pages) would help relieve
interference at 900 MHz. the ability to O~ntt.e regional or
wide-area systems would not. Consequently, the idea of
loading caps on 900 MHz paging channels was con
sideroo, which would allow licensees the ability to COJ}

stJ'uc.:t regional systems.
In light of the extenllive diSClission, the APCP Council

appointed two task lorces to litudy how loading re
quirements could he
used at 90(l MHz.
The task forces are
(:omposed 01 one
group of large
opentWl'S and one
group of smaller
businesses, The
APCP Council wil)

continue to study this
high-priority issue
and hopes to dralt
proposed rule
makings in the near Jim Lawsan states his GIIM at
future. the Ortando APCP meeting.

Channel sharing petition approved
As reported in the October i&>ue ol PC Pages, the

;\J>CP C.oundl .;lnd its members aprrovncl the: filing of a
Petition for Hule Muking on chunnel shllring. '1'hl\ Peti
tion would require the uSC of INOlini'l1 (.'()flneclion equip-
flWflt nmnng litOCllflCMI when suggested by the Irequeoc.:y •
coordinuling committee. Thl' Pc.~tilj()n Willi unanimously
ilpprovcd by tho~~ ill attendance and was subsequently
liIed with tlJl! FCC.
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News

• APCP Council· plans strategy on earned
exclusivity, Interconnect rates

by 11Jml"B S. Robinson

•

ore than 20 members attended an im~

promptu APel) meeting on March 5 in
Washington, D.C., to discuss exclusivity at
900 MH~. The APCP Council met at the

IMCE/Expo in las Vegas in mid-February to discuss
semal issues, earned exclusivity being one of them. The
council decided this important is&pe deserved fwtber
discussion and called for the March 5 rneetine.

The APCP Council drafted an initial petition on
earned exclusivity, which was later amended when APCP
members raised several unresolved issues. Following much
discussion, Ii general consensus was ~aehed concerning
overall objectives for 900 MH~ earned exclusivity. Those
objectives were:

1. To manage the PCP spectrum so that the problems
experienced at 150 Mlb would be avoided

2. To structure any type of rule in such a way as to
minimiu speeuJatioJ1

3. To maintain open access to PCP frequencies.

In discussing how loading could be measured, the
APCP Council agreed that using the number 01 pagerlO as
a loading threshold would be difficult. Because then: are
many different types and combinations of pagers, setting
loading based on pagers on each frequency would be too
complex. Agreement was reached that exclusive usign
ment could be made contingent upon construction of
systems, similar to SMRs. For private carriers., the
number of tnlOsmitten; would be an appropriate require
ment for det.ennining exclusivity for local, regional, and
national systems. 'The group further agreed that an ade
quate OODSU'Uction ~uirement and timeframe needed 10
be established so that spectrum speculators would be
discouraged by the capital investment required.

APCP Council member JeHrey Hutter of TWR Com~

mwdcatiODS in Cumberland, Maryland, commented that.
as a smaller PCP operator in a rural area, he had some
real QOncerns. which he brought with him to the meeting.
"A number of members coDtributed valuable input at the
meeting," Hutter said. 'Md, I walked away from the
meeting pleased that we have a .solid workable plan to CO
to the Commission with."

• Hutler c.'Ommented that one of bis biggest concerns was
how to keep speculators out. "How are you going to
police the number of pagelS? All a company would have
to do is huy 1,000 pagers and leave them Sluing on the
sheU," he said. "What came out of the discussion is a

viable method. Now it remains CO be seen whether the
.'CC will back up NABER'. coordination of it." .

While not all issue:; surrounding 900 MHz earned ex·
clusivity were resolved, NABER staff was directed CO

redraft a petition based on construction and timeframe re
quirements for the council CO review.

The discussion reiterated the APCP position that
earned exchwivity at 900 MH~ is an appropriate method
for managina the spectrum. It also affirmed the APCP's
desire to craft rules that best serve the entire industry, an
important element of which is efficient spectrum mana:e
ment in all PCP bands.

Ad hoc committee on interconnect
meets lor first time

At the IMCE/Expo in Las Vegas., an ad hoc committee
was fonned to organize a strategic plan to battle in·
equitable interconnect rates, de.ated by tbe APCP as a
highpriorit)' for 1992. On Friday, March 6, following the
meeting on earned exclusivity at 900 MHz, the ad hoc
oommittee met 1.0 gear up lor an aggressive campaign
against rate inequities.

The committee was fortunate to have two other APCP
members at the meeting: LuTy Harris of ITS, (nc., who
~s instrument&l in getting an interoooneet agreement for
common camel'S in the 19705. and Rick Joyce of Joyce
and Jacobs, who has represented a number of clients in
volved in interconnect dbputes. Both men contributed
their expertise and experience in setting and getting
equitable interconnect ·rate&.

'rhe coromittee emphasized that achieving interconnect
rate equaUty will not happen immediately. Considerable
funding for lobbying at the FCC, on Capitol Hill, and at
the state level will be needed. NABER staff has been
charged with der.ennining a budget for an awessive cam
paign, and the oommittee is draftlng a survey of APCP
members to gather data on current charges, which will be
used in the campaign.

The ad hoc committee's plan 01 action includes devising
a strategy fOr gaining support and deciding how member
inwl~ment would be mo.'It beneflcial. GraS&-roou lobby.
ing efforts will be a crucial element in the campaign's
success. 'fhe committee will meet again at NABER's
Mobile Communications Conference, May 7 through 9 in
Washington, D.C. e

Tarn,;.a S. Robinsion u editoriBlusistMnt for PC Pages..
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Association for private carrier paging (APCP)
Leadership council Meeting

March S, 1992
Alexandria, VA

Council Members Present:

Michael Cutler, Bay Area Paging, Chair
Revin O'Brien, O'Brien communications
Jeffrey Hutter,. TRW Communications
John Solinger, Beepers Plus
Ron Turner, PageNet
Luis Romero Font, Celpage

council Members Absent:

Barry Phillips, Dial Page
John Knight, signet Paging
Doug Glen, Page Mart

(" Members in Attendance:

William Fitzpatrick, First Page
Ernie Oswalt, MTEL
Gary Carrer, First Page
Lynn Shapiro, Counsel for PageNet
March Stachin, Pactel Paging
Jim Lawson, Pactel Paging
Henry Zachs, Message Center Beepers
Eric Zachs, Message Center Beepers
Garry Morrison, Map Mobile

Staff:

Jay Kitchen, NABER
John Sherlock, NABER
David Weisman, NABER counsel
Alan Tilles( NABER counsel

Summar~Minutes of Agenda Items;

I. Welcome and opening Remarks

Chairman cutler welcomed all attendees and commented how
gratifying it was to see so many members attending a meeting on
short notice. Introductions followed.



II. Review of work to Date

( NABER counsel David Weisman reviewed for the group the direction
that the council had "decided to pursue regarding exclusivity
following its meeting in Dallas in December. As instructed,
staff circulated to the council in February a draft petition
requesting "earned'· exclusivity for 900 MHz PCP licensees who met
proposed loading thresholds. Council members responded to
staff's request ror feedback and identified a number of concerns
with the petition. Counsel had prepared a summary of council
members' written comments on the draft petition and reviewed them
briefly at this time. There was a general consensus that the .
preparation of a draft petition had been very helpfUl in
uncovering remaining problems in making some form of exclusivity.

III. Identification of Issues still to be Resolved

(

Chairman CUtler called on council members and attendees to help
identify the key issues to be resolved in order to move forward
~ith some form of exclusivity at 900 MHz. Luis Romero Font
commented that he felt APCP must pursue developing criteria for
exclusive assignments at 900 MHz, rather than earned exclusivity.
He also suggested that, along with the exclusivity issue, the
council must address the recent channel sharing petition
dismissal, fifty pager petition, and the FCC'S Direct Access

-···'·proposal. PageNet offered its support for considering these
other issues When addressing the 900 MHz issue, particularly the
potential negative impact of Direct Access. It was agreed that
the bundling of these items in one rule making might have merit,
but that a decision should be deferred until after consensus had
been reached on the eXClusivity issue.

Pactel suggested that the best way to get the 900 MHz item moving
was for the group to pursue the "lowest common denominator" in
terms of criteria for exclusivity and then let each affected
member offer their comments for fine tuning the concept.
Di~cussion then returned to whether the group should pursue
earned exclusivity or exclusive assignment. The consensus was
that an exclusive assignment approach had merit, but the
requirements to obtain exclusivity had to be sufficiently
stringent so as to prevent speculation.

Chairman CUtler summari~ed the dialogue by suggesting that the
two objectives of the 900 MHz exclusivity petition were:

1) to provide for rules now that will prevent the 900 MH~

paging spectrum from having the severe problems being
experienced in the VHF PCP frequencies and;

2) to keep speculators out of the 900 MHz PCP spectrum.

With that consensus, the group began exploring how these two
objectives could be met through rules allowing for initial
exclusivity.



The group turned its discussion to the criteria that should be
used to allow for exclusivity. There was consensus that the
number of pagers would be difficult~ if not impossible~ to use
because of the wide disparity within the industry of channel
loading capacity. Celpage suggested that a minimum number of
installed transmitters as a criterion, noting that a different
number could be required for gaining exclusivity at the local~

regional, and national levels. Building on this suggestion, Alan
Tilles explained how the "slow growth" rules at 800 MHz could be
applied to PCP. Some concerns were expressed that the small PCP
would not be able to meet such financial requirements and would
not be able to set up a system at 900 MHz.' The group agreed,
however, that only licensees who want to pursue eXclusivity for
their systems would have to meet such requirements, and that
licensees who were willing to share spectrum on ~oo channels not
yet exclusively assigned would still be able to do so. After
considerable discussion, Chairman CUtler confirmed that there was
consensus that using minimum numbers ot installed transmitters
should be pursued as part of the eXClusivity requirements.

Attention was then turned to the minimum number of installed
transmitters that should be required. The group also identified
the following additional issues that needed to be decided it
transmitters is used as the key criterion:

(
•

•
•
•
•

number of transmitters required for local, regional and
national exclusivity and parameters (# per market,
etc. )
defining market
transmitter specs
construction deadlines and result if deadline not met
criteria for eXClusivity (mileage, contours, etc.)

Heavy debate developed regarding the issues noted above.
Chairman CUtler reminded the group that meeting the objectives
for exclusivity agreed upon earlier, i.e., keeping speculators
out and prevention of spectrum management problems like in VHF
PCP, shOUld be kept should at the forefront when choosing
transmitter minimums. The group agreed. After more than three
hours of debate, the consensus was as follows:

Local: Minimum 6 transmitters/market (market = 6
contiguous sites)

8 months construction deadline or lose exclusivity

£xclusivity within contours

c

For top three u.s. markets - min. 18 transmitters

Regional: Minimum 70 transmitters {covering not more than 12
contiguous states}

Exclusivity within contours



(
30 transmitters constructed w/in 8 mOS.i remainder
wjin 2 yrs. of 8 month anniversary.

National: Minimum 300 transmitters

Nationwide exclusivity (no contours)

30 w/in first yr.; remainder wlin 2 yrs. of 8
month anniversary.

In regard to further defining how contours and transmitter
specifications, the group agreed on the following:

Contours:

regional)

Service contour: 10 miles (local only)
Interference contour: 70 miles (local and

(

Transmitters: Minimum 100 watts output capacity
Simulcast capability
Must be part of functioning system

Chairman cutler asked if these were the requirements that the
group wanted to pursue in regard to exclusivity. The group
agreed.

Deadlines for Follow-up Action

NABER sta~f agreed to prepare a draft exclusivity petition
incorporating the above requirements by the end of March. The
group agreed to supply comments back to staff by April 8th. The
group agreed that it may be wise to have a meeting with Private
Radio Bureau {PRB} Chief Ralph Haller prior to filing any
petition. A tentative meeting date ot April 13th was set.

Adjournment

Chairman Cutler thanked the group for the hard work on a very
complex issue. The meeting was adjourned at 3:40 p.m.


